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. Despite this recognition, research considering commitment to foci other than the organization, and particularly simultaneously considering more than two foci of commitment, remains relatively scarce (e.g., Stinglhamber et al., 2002) and is accompanied by relatively little theoretical development . A possible reason for this lack of true multifocal research on the WAC construct appears to be related to the lack of suitable measure. Indeed, despite the fact that many instruments were developed to separately assess employees' WAC directed at different foci (e.g., Blau, 1985; Cook & Wall, 1980; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Meyer & Allen, 1991 ), very few instruments allow for an integrated (i.e., guided by the same theoretical bases, relying on a similar set of items, and rated using the same response scale) assessment of commitment directed at more than two foci.
Among the very few exceptions to this rule, the tripartite model of commitment (affective, normative, and continuance) is accompanied by an integrated set of measures (including a total of 54 items, 18 of which are related to WAC) of employees' commitment to their organization, occupation, and change (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) . Stinglhamber et al. (2002) proposed an even more comprehensive set of 90 items (30 of which are related to WAC) assessing employee's commitment to their organization, occupation, workgroup, supervisor, and customers. To our knowledge, the only questionnaire specifically designed to systematically assess WAC directed toward the eight aforementioned foci (40 items) is the Workplace Affective Commitment Multidimensional Questionnaire (WACMQ; Morin et al., 2009 ), which was built as an integrated synthesis of pre-existing instruments focusing on a more limited set of foci.
Although these instruments show great promise as integrative multifocal measures of WAC due to their strong psychometric properties and theoretical bases, their length represents a key limitation to their use in comprehensive projects aiming to assess a variety of constructs due to the typical time-constraints posed on organizational research. Indeed, many organizations require the incorporation of some additional measures to the researcher toolkit in order to cover aspects of organizational reality of current interest to the stakeholders and not necessarily related to the investigator's research questions. Furthermore, in order to maximize return on the investment required to conduct organizational research, researchers often seek to incorporate as many measures as possible into the typically restricted timeframe allocated to data collection (15 to 20 minutes, corresponding to roughly 100 to 150 questions) in order to be able to answer more than one research question from each data collection. Finally, organizational phenomena are complex, and even a single comprehensive (e.g., global affective commitment) and their specific S-factor (e.g., commitment to the organization, the workgroup, the supervisor), and all factors are set to be orthogonal (Gignac, 2016; Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Reise, 2012) . This orthogonality is a pre-requisite to the proper disaggregation of the covariance into global (the G-factor) and specific (the S-factors) components.
A Hierarchical Representation of WAC. underscored the need, when adopting a multifocal perspective of employees' WAC, to explicitly represent employees' global tendencies to commit affectively (G-factor) to a variety of targets to obtain a more precise estimate of their WAC to each specific foci (S-factors). However, this reference to employees' tendencies suggest a dispositional component, which has never been clearly validated in the commitment literature (e.g., Meyer et al., 2002) . This G-factor appears much easier to interpret in terms of a "breadth" factor, as commonly used in intelligence research (Gignac, 2016) . Such a factor would simply reflect global levels of WAC across all work-related foci: Employees' global levels of affective commitment to their work life represented as a gestalt of multiple foci. Importantly, taking into account employees' WAC to their global work life when simultaneously assessing their levels of WAC to specific foci should lead to a more precise estimate of the level of WAC that is specifically due to each foci over and above this global level.
For instance, as a University professor, I might be highly committed to my global work life, that is, to the global gestalt of interrelated entities, tasks, and roles that encompass my work activities. Yet, my commitment to my research might be greater than my commitment to my teaching, and my commitment to my students might be greater than my commitment to my colleagues. In contrast, my commitment to my supervisor might be on par with my global level of commitment to my work life, and my commitment to my career and to work in general might be quite low. It is important to note that, within this overall gestalt of commitments, my own commitment to my University (as my employer and workplace), remains distinct from my global level of commitment to my work life in general. In fact, a variety of factors (e.g., red tape, human resources policies, conflicts, work schedule) may even contribute to drastically reduce my commitment to my organization, without affecting any of my other commitments, or even my global level of work life commitment. Yet, this profile of commitments remains personal, so that a colleague of mine could present a much lower level of commitment to his/her work life and yet display a very high level of commitment to his/her career and colleagues. Still, failure to control for the global level of commitment to our work life might lead to a biased picture of our commitment to specific work-related foci: Mine as higher than it really is due to my high global level of commitment to my work life, and my colleague as lower than it really is. In contrast, failure to control for our specific level of commitment to our organization itself should not change the rest of the picture as this specific foci of commitment only represents one component of our overall commitment profile. Morin and Marsh (2015) relied on a similar interpretation when considering teaching efficacy, commenting that failing to control for teachers' global level of efficacy would make it much harder to isolate their specific areas of strengths and weaknesses. This lack of control might even explain Morin et al.'s (2009) inability to differentiate WAC to the profession and tasks, especially among participants who seldom experience discrepancies between these two facets of commitment.
Such an interpretation suggests a conceptualization of commitment as a hierarchical construct. Interestingly, commitment has been conceptualized as forming a key part of employees social identities and self-concepts (Bergman & Jean, 2016; Meyer, Becker, & Van Dick, 2006) , and as a core component of their work motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe, 2004) , two constructs with a known hierarchical structure (e.g., Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976; Vallerand, 1997 ) that has been found to respond well to a bifactor-ESEM operationalization (e.g., Howard et al., 2017; Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016) . For instance, since Shavelson et al. (1976) , self-concept has been conceptualized as a pyramid, with global self-concept at the apex, domain-specific self-conceptions located at the next lower level (e.g., social, physical, professional), followed by subdomain-specific self-conceptions (e.g., spousal, athletic, leadership). Given the well-established nature of these hierarchical models in these closely related domains, it is surprising that such a conceptualisation has not yet been adopted in commitment research. It is interesting to note that many discussions (van Rossenberg, Breitsohl, Cross, Lapointe, & de Aguiar Rodriguez, 2017; Wasti, Hollensbe, Morin, & Solinger, 2017) and presentations (Cross & Swart, 2017; Klein, Solinger, & Duflot, 2017; Lapointe et al., 2017) which occurred at the 2017 International Conference on Commitment implicitly or explicitly recognized the need to move toward such an approach, in particular by the identification of more specific commitment foci better suited to the changing nature of modern work.
We graphically illustrate this hierarchical representation in Figure 1 . The higher level (Global) is occupied by WAC to the work life in general, the next lower level (Target) is occupied by WAC directed at the various foci covered in the WACMQ, and can easily be expanded to incorporate additional foci such as the union (Gordon et al., 1980) , or organizational changes ). Finally, the lowest level (Sub-Target) provides a way to consider even more specific commitments, such as individual patients, distinct workgroups, headquarters vs. subsidiary organizations, career planning vs. advancement, etc. This representation can be extended laterally to non-work domains, with the highest level occupied by affective commitment to personal life, the intermediate level occupied by commitments to family, leisure, lifestyle, and peers, and the lowest levels occupied by their commitments to specific individuals or activities.
A Bifactor-ESEM Representation of WAC. ESEM and bifactor modeling have been integrated into a single framework, allowing for the integration of both sources of construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, Tran, & Caci, 2016) . Recent statistical evidence demonstrates the need to systematically contrast these alternative models (CFA, bifactor-CFA, ESEM, and bifactor-ESEM) because they can each absorb unmodelled sources of construct-relevant multidimensionality (Asparouhov et al., 2015; Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Murray & Johnson, 2013) . More precisely: (1) CFA absorbs cross-loadings or G-factors through the inflation of factor correlations; (2) Bifactor-CFA absorbs cross-loadings through the inflation of G-factor loadings; and (3) ESEM absorbs G-factors through the inflation of factor correlations and/or cross-loadings. As noted above, despite the fact that the bifactor-ESEM framework has never been applied to measures of WAC, there are strong theoretical reasons to expect that this approach would be particularly well-suited to responses to the WACMQ-S. 
Generalizability
Attesting to the generalizability of their results and the equivalence of the French and English versions of the WACMQ, Morin et al.'s (2009) results supported the complete measurement invariance of the WACMQ across both linguistic versions. We expect to replicate these results in the present study on the basis of the optimal measurement model that will be retained in response to Hypothesis 2. Furthermore, keeping in mind that Morin et al. (2009) suggested that the WACMQ factor structure could possibly be impacted by employment type, we further test the generalizability of the WACMQ-S factor structure across subgroups of healthcare employees defined based on their work environment (e.g., hospital vs. community) and professional groups (i.e., nurses vs. beneficiary attendants).
Hypothesis 4: The WACMQ-S measurement model will be fully invariant across samples of Englishand French-speaking respondents, hospital and community employees, and nurses, auxiliary nurses , and beneficiary attendants. Test-Retest Reliability Morin et al. (2009) never evaluated the test-retest reliability of the WACMQ responses. In the present study, we address this limitation by testing the test-retest stability of the WACMQ responses over a one-year period. This time lag was selected on the basis of prior evidence showing that employees' levels of WAC tend to remain quite stable over a one-year period (e.g., Kam, Morin, Meyer, & Topolnytsky, 2016; Morin, Meyer, Bélanger, Boudrias, Gagné, & Parker, 2016) .
Hypothesis 5: The one-year test-retest reliability of WACMQ-S responses will be satisfactory. Criterion-Related Validity Morin et al. (2009) did not evaluate the criterion-related validity of WACMQ responses. However, additional studies tentatively supported the criterion-related validity of WACMQ ratings with measures of intentions to leave the organization, in-role performance, organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), burnout, perceptions of justice, relationships with colleagues and supervisors, and job satisfaction Morin, Vandenberghe et al., 2011 . However, none of these studies was specifically designed to assess the criterion-related validity of the WACMQ. In the present study, we directly assess the criterion-related validity of the WACMQ ratings in relation to measures of intentions to leave the organization, in-role performance, and OCBs. OCBs reflect discretionary behaviors that are not typically recognized by the organization's reward system, that generally promote effective organizational functioning, and that go beyond the call of duty and task requirements (Organ, 1988) .
Turnover and turnover intentions, have long been the key outcomes of interest in commitment research (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982) . In their meta-analysis, Meyer et al. (2002) found that WAC directed at the organization presented relatively strong relations with employees' turnover intentions and turnover. Past research also supports the presence of similarly negative relations between WAC directed at a variety of foci and employees' rates of turnover and turnover intentions (e.g., Becker, 1992; Hunt & Morgan, 1994; Vandenberghe & Bentein, 2009; Vandenberghe et al., 2004) . Furthermore, Meyer et al.'s (2002) metaanalysis also showed that WAC directed at the organization tended to be positively related to in-role performance and OCBs. Yet, an additional meta-analysis shows that the relation with the latter tends to be stronger than that involving the former (Riketta, 2002) given that OCBs depend to a greater degree on employee's discretion. As for turnover, past research also supports the presence of matching relations between WAC directed at a variety of foci other than the organization and employees' levels of in-role performance and OCBs (e.g., Becker, 1992; Becker & Kernan, 2003; Bishop, Scott, & Burroughs, 2000; Cheng, Jiang, & Riley, 2003; Siders, George, & Dharwadkar, 2001; Snape, Chan, & Redman, 2006; Stinglhamber et al., 2002; Vandenberghe et al., 2004 Vandenberghe et al., , 2007 . These relations are usually explained within the perspective of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007) , which states that employees who experience a positive relationship with a specific entity (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) will tend to present higher levels of WAC directed at this entity. In turn, these high levels of WAC should generate a desire to reciprocate through behaviors that benefit the target entity as well as the organization for hosting this relationship (CoyleShapiro, Kessler, & Purcell, 2004; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994) .
A more complete depiction of these relations involves the recognition that OCBs can also be directed at multiple "beneficiaries" (Bowler & Brass, 2006; Lavelle et al., 2007) . Williams and Anderson (1991) first distinguished between OCBs directed at the organization (OCBO) vs. individuals within the organization (OCBI). Recent perspectives noted that OCBOs can themselves be distinguished depending on whether their focus is the improvement of the way one's tasks are realized or whether they target the organization as a whole, whereas OCBIs can be divided into those that benefit supervisors, coworkers, or customers/patients (Becker & Kernan, 2003; Lavelle et al., 2009; Morin, Vandenberghe et al., 2011) . Two distinct theoretical perspectives address these isomorphic relations among matching foci of WAC and OCBs. The global perspective depicts WAC directed at the organization as the converging point for the impact of all other foci of WAC which are nested under it (e.g., Hunt & Morgan, 1994; Yoon, Baker, & Ko, 1994) , suggesting that the key determinant of OCBs should be WAC directed at the organization. In contrast, the target similarity model (Lavelle et al., 2007 (Lavelle et al., , 2009 Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002) , anchored on research focusing on attitude-behavior relations (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) , suggests that WAC-OCB relations should be stronger when they relate to similar foci (i.e., when they are isomorphic). Using the WACMQ, Morin, Vandenberghe et al. (2011) generally found support for the target similarity model, revealing the presence of isomorphic relations between WAC and OCBs directed at matching foci. Still, they also found evidence for equally strong transference relations through which WAC directed at specific foci also predicted OCBs directed at nonmatching foci.
It is not possible to identify matching OCB foci for some of the WAC foci covered in the WACMQ-S, such as the profession or work in general -which is arguably why these specific foci were excluded from Morin, Vandenberghe et al.'s (2011) study. In fact, based on the nature of these WAC foci-which are more related to the employees themselves rather than to their workplace -it would appear unrealistic to expect commitment to these foci to lead to higher levels of OCBs which, by definition, benefit the organization and its constituencies. However, employees' commitment to their career (i.e., careerism), while being a very individual form of commitment, can still be expected to lead to OCBs, albeit in a more diffuse manner than the other foci. Indeed, demonstrated that employees presenting a higher level of commitment to their career tended to rely more frequently on "observable" forms of OCBs. In line with prior research on the relations between careerism and OCBs, this result thus suggests that career-committed employees may use OCBs in a self-serving manner, as an impression management strategy (Bolino, 1999; Penner, Midili, & Kegelmeyer, 1997; Zellars & Tepper, 2003) .
Still, the aforementioned lack of support for the global perspective could stem from a failure to consider employees' global level of WAC to their work life, rather than to the organization, as the key point of convergence for all of the more specific WAC foci. Indeed, the global perspective is anchored in the centrality of the organization as the central focus of WAC, and the idea that WAC directed at all of the more specific foci will build up to generate WAC directed at the organization (e.g., Hunt & Morgan, 1994; Yoon et al., 1994) . Such a perspective implicitly suggests that employees view the organization as the entity which provides them with the opportunity to interact with the other WAC foci, and has only received limited empirical support in the scientific literature (e.g., Cohen, 1999 Cohen, , 2003 . In contrast, mounting person-centered evidence suggests that disconnections between employees' WAC to the organization, relative to the foci that are nested under it, are rather frequent , suggesting that employees are very apt at differentiating the organization as a foci of WAC distinct from the others. The hierarchical model of WAC proposed here suggests that this lack of support for the global perspective may stem from the erroneous positioning of the organization as the cornerstone of employees' commitment. Rather, it positions the organization on an equal footing as other WAC foci, and suggests that all of these commitments combine to build up employees' global work life WAC. 
Material and Methods Samples and Procedures
Sample 1 (English-Speaking). English-Speaking participants were registered front-line nurses actively working in hospitals, the community, and long-term care settings in the Province of Ontario, Canada. Invitation emails containing a link to the survey were sent to all nurses registered as members of the Registered Nurses' Associations of Ontario who were active members of 25 interest groups at the time of this study (N = 7,364) . Participants were informed that their responses would be confidential, and that they could withdraw at any time, prior to consenting to participate. A total of 1,309 email recipients (18%) completed the survey, resulting in 676 participants (51.6%) who met the inclusion criteria for this study (the remaining respondents had to be excluded, mainly due to their occupying leadership, rather than frontline positions). Among those respondents, 304 worked in the community, 279 worked in hospitals, and 93 worked in other settings. This sample included: (a) 28 males and 648 females; (b) 459 full time and 217 part time nurses; (c) 105 nurses aged less than 30 years, 253 nurses aged between 30 and 50, and 308 nurses aged more than 50; and (d) 248 nurses with 5 years or less of tenure in their organization, 284 nurses with 5 to 15 years of tenure into their organization, and 144 nurses with more than 15 years of tenure into their organization. Due to the setup of the online survey, there were no missing data on the questionnaires. Analyses comparing the study sample to statistics provided by the College of Nurses of Ontario confirmed that this sample provided a good representation of the front-line registered nurse population of Ontario.
Sample 2 (French-Speaking). French-Speaking participants were front line health care services providers in a consortium of health care organizations specializing in long-term care and rehabilitation affiliated to a University located in the Province of Quebec, Canada. All measures were completed during working hours, using paper-and-pencil questionnaires. Questionnaires were distributed by members of the research team (or sent by internal mail for employees' who were absent at this time). Participants were informed that their responses would remain strictly confidential, and that they could withdraw from the survey at any time, prior to consenting to participate. Participants returned their completed questionnaire and signed consent form to the researchers in a sealed envelope. A total of 818 email recipients (corresponding to an answering rate of approximately 50% of available employees) completed the survey, resulting in a total of 733 participants (89.6%) who met the inclusion criteria (the remaining occupied leadership, rather than frontline, positions). This sample included: (a) 140 males and 593 females; (b) 299 nurses, 109 auxiliary nurses, and 325 beneficiary attendants; (c) 341 full time and 392 part time nurses; (d) 163 employees aged less than 30 years, 366 employees aged between 30 and 50, and 204 employees aged more than 50; and (e) 282 employees with 5 years or less of tenure in their organization, 236 employees with 5 to 15 years of tenure into their organization, and 215 employees with more than 15 years of tenure into their organization. When compared to the English-Speaking participants, these participants were slightly younger (t = 6.86, df = 1407, p ≤ .01), equally tenured (t = -1.340, df = 1407, p ≥ .01), and included a slightly higher proportion of males (χ 2 = 74.77, It is important for me to move up the ranks or obtain promotions"). These items underwent minor modifications from the original ones to better fit the healthcare profession, and are reported in the in-text Appendix. All items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1-Totally Disagree to 5-Totally Agree.
Intentions to Leave the Organization. In Samples 1 and 2 (Time 1), participants' intentions to leave their organization were assessed with three items adapted by from items proposed by Becker and Billings (1993) . These items (α = .848 in Sample 1 and .832 in Sample 2; ''I will probably actively look for another job soon'', ''I often think about resigning'', and ''It would not take much to make me resign'') were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1-Totally Disagree to 5-Totally Agree.
In-Role Performance and OCBs. Employees from Sample 1 completed Lee and Allen's (2002) measures of OCBs directed at fellow employees/individuals in their workplace (OCBI; 8 items; α = .835; e.g., "Help others who have been absent") and directed at their organization (OCBO; 8 items; α = .869; e.g., "Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization"). These items were rated on a 5-point frequency scale ranging from 1-Never to 5-Always. In contrast, employees from Sample 2 (at Time 1) completed the short version of a more extensive measure initially developed in both French and English by Boudrias and Savoie (2006; Boudrias, Gaudreau, Savoie, & Morin, 2009 ) and extended by Morin et al. Morin, Vandenberghe et al., 2013) . This extended instrument includes a total of six scales, assessing: (a) Inrole performance (7 items; α = .925; e.g., "Adequately carry out the tasks related to my job"); (b) OCBs directed at the organization (5 items; α = .889; e.g., "Make suggestions to improve the organization's functioning"); (c) OCBs directed at the supervisor (4 items; α = .806; e.g., "Help my supervisor by doing things that are not really part of my regular duties"); (d) OCBs directed at coworkers (6 items; α = .864; e.g., "Providing constructive feedback that helps my coworkers"); (e) OCBs directed at the organizations' customers, modified to patients in the present study (3 items; α = .680; e.g., "Do everything in my power to satisfy the customer, even when there are problems"); and (f) OCBs directed at improving the execution of one's tasks (3 items; α = .877; e.g., "Make changes to improve efficiency in performing my tasks"). These items were rated on a 5-point frequency scale ranging from 1-Never to 5-Very Often.
Analyses
Model Estimation. In this study, all models were estimated using Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2016) robust Maximum Likelihood (MLR) estimator, which provides fit indices and standard errors that are robust to non-normality and to ordinal response scales including five response categories or more (e.g., Rhemthulla, Brosseau-Liard, & Savalei, 2012; for a review of statistical research in this area, see Finney & DiStefano, 2013) . The MLR chi-square statistic is asymptotically equivalent to the Yuan-Bentler T2* test statistic (Yuan & Bentler, 2000) . The small amount of missing data present in Sample 2 (0% to 3.27% per item, M = .99% at Time 1; .37% to 1.83%, M = .79% at Time 2) were handled with Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) estimation (Enders, 2010; Graham, 2009) .
Measurement Models. CFA, bifactor-CFA, ESEM, and bifactor-ESEM representations of participants' responses to the WACMQ-S were separately estimated in each sample following Morin et al.'s (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; recommendations. In CFA, each item was only allowed to load on the factor it was assumed to measure and no cross-loadings on other factors were allowed. This model included eight correlated factors representing WAC directed at the organization, supervisor, coworkers, patients, work in general, tasks, profession, and career. In ESEM, the same set of eight factors was represented using a confirmatory oblique target rotation Browne, 2001 ). Target rotation makes it possible to freely estimate all main loadings while targeting cross-loadings to be as close to zero as possible. In bifactor-CFA, all items were allowed to simultaneously load on one G-factor and on eight Sfactors corresponding to the WACMQ-S subscales. No cross-loadings were allowed between the S-factors, and all factors were specified as orthogonal in line with bifactor assumptions (e.g., Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Reise, 2012) . Finally, bifactor-ESEM estimated the same set of G-and S-factors as the bifactor-CFA solution, while allowing for the free estimation of cross-loadings between the S-factors using an orthogonal bifactor target rotation (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Reise, Moore, & Maydeu-Olivares, 2011) . In order to contrast Hypothesis 1 with Morin et al.'s (2009) 7-factor structure, we also estimated a series of similar CFA, bifactor-CFA, ESEM, and bifactor-ESEM models in which the tasks and profession factors are merged into a single factor reflecting WAC to the occupation.
Reliability. To test Hypothesis 2, we report omega coefficients of composite reliability estimated from the alternative models, calculated as ω = (Σ|λi|)² / ([Σ|λi|]² + Σδii) where λi are the factor loadings and δii the error variances (McDonald, 1970) . The decision to rely on ω, rather than α, is linked to the increasing psychometric recognition of the multiple limitations associated with α, which relies on the assumption that all indicators are equivalent (i.e., have equal factor loadings on the construct of interest) and are fully unidimensional (Dunn et al., 2014; McNeish, 2017; Sijtsma, 2009) . This second assumption is particularly problematic when the constructs of interest follow a multidimensional (bifactor, ESEM, or bifactor-ESEM) structure (Morin, Myers, & Lee, 2017) . Although it is often complex to locate the exact source of these rough interpretational guidelines (Lance, Butts, & Michels, 2006 ), there appears to be general consensus that satisfactory reliability coefficients for measures corresponding to first-order (i.e., non-bifactor) models should ideally be higher than .70 or .80, with the minimal level of acceptability being often positioned around .60. Still, there is also recognition that more flexibility is required in the assessment of shorter scales (such as those forming the WACMQ-S) (Streiner, 2003) .
However, these guidelines are not suited to bifactor models. To understand why this is so, one needs to go back to Classical Test Theory (CTT) definition of reliability. CTT proposes that any observed score (σ 2 total) includes two components, true score variance (σ (Morin, Myers, & Lee, 2017) . Despite this, ω remains calculated as (Σ|λgi|)² / ([Σ|λgi|]² + Σδii) for the G-factor (neglecting λsi²) and as (Σ|λsi|)² / ([Σ|λsi|]² + Σδii) for the S-factors (neglecting λgi²). Although alternatives have been proposed (e.g., Rodriguez, Reise, & Haviland, 2016) , they fail to solve this issue (rather erroneously considering the omitted source of true score variance as a component of the denominator), leading to the recognition that more flexibility is required in the assessment of reliability for bifactor models (Morin, Myers, & Lee, 2017) . For this reason, we consider as satisfactory ω coefficients greater than .50, meaning that the factor under consideration explains at least as much variance as the random measurement error. For greater precision, we also report the proportion of the variance of each item explained by each component: (a) σ Model Comparisons. To test Hypothesis 3, these alternative models were contrasted using various goodness-of-fit indices (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Grayson, 2005) : The comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with its confidence interval. According to typical interpretation guidelines (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Grayson, 2005; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004) , values greater than .90 and .95 for both the CFI and TLI are considered to respectively reflect adequate and excellent fit to the data, while values smaller than .08 and .06 for the RMSEA respectively reflect acceptable and excellent model fit. In the comparison of nested models, similar guidelines suggest that models differing by less than .01 on the CFI and TLI, or .015 on the RMSEA, can be considered to provide an equivalent level of fit to the data (e.g., Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) . It is important to keep in mind that goodness-of-fit indices including a correction for parsimony (TLI, RMSEA) can improve with the addition of model constraints and have been recommended as particularly important to consider in the comparisons of ESEM and CFA models given the important differences in degrees of freedom present across these two types of models (e.g., Marsh et al., 2009 Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; . Although the chi square test of exact fit and CFI should be monotonic with model complexity, it is possible for them to improve with added constraints when the MLR scaling correction factors differ importantly across models. These improvements should be considered as random.
We report standardized parameter estimates for all models. As noted by Morin and colleagues (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; , this comparison of fit indices is not a sufficient basis in the selection of the model providing the optimal representation of the data. Indeed, each of these alternative models is able to absorb sources of construct-relevant multidimensionality left unmodelled, thus hiding sources of misfit behind apparently similarly fitting models (e.g., Asparouhov et al., 2015; Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Murray & Johnson, 2013) . Thus, unmodelled cross-loadings tend to result in inflated factor correlations in CFA, or inflated G-factor loadings in bifactor-CFA. Likewise, an unmodelled G-factor tends to produce inflated factor correlations in CFA, or inflated cross-loadings in ESEM. For this reason, an examination of parameter estimates and theoretical conformity is required to select the best alternative. As suggested by Morin and colleagues (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; , model comparison should start by contrasting CFA and ESEM solutions. Statistical evidence shows that ESEM provides more exact estimates of factor correlations when cross-loadings are present in the population while remaining unbiased otherwise (Asparouhov et al., 2015) . For this reason, as long as the factors remain well-defined, the observation of a distinct pattern of factor correlations should be taken as support for the ESEM solution. The second step involves contrasting the retained CFA or ESEM solution with a bifactor alternative. Here, the key elements supporting the bifactor representation of the data are the observation of: (1) An improved level of fit to the data; (2) a well-defined G-factor; and (3) at least some reasonably well-defined S-factors.
Measurement Invariance. Based on the final retained measurement model, and assuming that the same model would be retained across samples of English-and French-speaking employees, we then proceeded to systematic tests of measurement invariance across samples in order to test Hypothesis 4 (Millsap, 2011) : (a) Configural invariance, (b) weak invariance (invariance of the factor loadings), (c) strong invariance (loadings and intercepts), (d) strict invariance (loadings, intercepts, and uniquenesses), (e) invariance of the latent variances-covariances (loadings, intercepts, uniquenesses, and variances-covariances), and (f) latent means invariance (loadings, intercepts, uniquenesses, variances-covariances, and latent means). The initial four steps of this sequence serve to assess possible measurement biases whereby construct definition switches across groups (configural and weak invariance), item ratings tend to differ across groups irrespective of scores in the latent factor (strong invariance), or item level measurement error differs across groups (strict invariance). In contrast, the last two steps serve to assess theoretically meaningful group differences related to within-group variability or average levels on the constructs of interest. Importantly, tests of the invariance of the latent variance-covariance matrix need to be adapted to the orthogonality of bifactor-CFA and bifactor-ESEM models. In bifactor-CFA models, where all factor correlations are constrained to be exactly zero, this step only involves testing the invariance of the latent variance. In contrast, the orthogonality of bifactor-ESEM models is a function of the rotation procedure that is used, so that invariance constraints on the unrotated covariance matrix still need to be imposed for complete tests of invariance of the latent variance-covariance matrix. To further test the generalizability of the solution across subgroups of participants, additional sample-specific tests of invariance were conducted following the same aforementioned sequence. In Sample 1, we tested the measurement invariance of the WACMQ-S solution as a function of the work environment, contrasting nurses working in the community (N = 304) or hospitals (N = 279) settings. The subsample of nurses who responded working in other settings was too small for consideration in these analyses (N = 93). Similar tests were conducted in Sample 2 in order to compare nurses (N = 299) and beneficiary attendants (N = 325). The small group of auxiliary nurses proved too small for consideration in these analyses (N = 109).
Test-Retest. To test Hypothesis 5, we relied on the subsample of respondents from Sample 2 who completed the WACMQ-S again one year later (N = 273). Using this sample, a final longitudinal model was estimated to verify the longitudinal invariance and test-retest reliability of the WACMQ-S factors. Based on recommendations for longitudinal research, correlated residuals between matching indicators utilized at the two time points were included to avoid converging on inflated stability estimates (Marsh, Abduljabbar et al., 2013) . More precisely, longitudinal measurement invariance was tested following the same sequence as in tests of multiple-group invariance (configural, weak, strong, strict, latent variance-covariance, and latent means) and the test-retest reliability of each factor was calculated based on the latent correlations estimated between each factor and itself at the second measurement point from the most invariant measurement model. On the basis of our previous discussion of reliability in the context of bifactor modeling, as well as the observation that one-year stability coefficients typically range from .50 to .75 for WAC-related constructs (e.g., Morin, Meyer et al., 2016; Neininger, Lehmann-Willenbrock, Kauffeld, & Henschel, 2010) , we consider as "satisfactory" one-year stability coefficients ≥ .50. It is important to keep in mind that these interpretation guidelines are proposed as specific to this research area (WAC) and time interval (one-year) and would be higher (e.g., .70, .80) had we relied on a more typical two-week interval.
Criterion-Related Validity. To test Hypotheses 6 to 8, we assessed the criterion-related validity of the WACMQ-S factors. Starting from the most invariant of measurement models estimated across Samples 1 and 2, one additional CFA latent factor, representing participants' intentions to leave their organization was added to the model. This additional factor was specified as an outcome, and thus allowed to be predicted by all of the WACMQ-S factors as a first step in the assessment of their convergent validity. In this predictive model, we first assessed the measurement invariance of the intentions to leave the organization factor using the previously described sequence, before adding one additional series of constraints to test whether the relations between the WACMQ-S factors and the intentions to leave factor were also invariant across samples. The remaining series of analyses were sample-specific. Starting from the retained model (CFA, bifactor-CFA, ESEM, and bifactor-ESEM), two latent CFA outcome factors representing OCBI and OCBO were first added to the model estimated for Sample 1 in order to conduct further tests of convergent validity for the WACMQ-S factors. Similar analyses were conducted in Sample 2, in which six latent CFA outcome factors were added to represent participants' in-role performance, as well as their OCBs directed toward the organization, their coworkers, their supervisor, the organization's patients, and their tasks. This model further included a set of a priori correlated uniquenesses among the first four items from the in-role performance subscale to reflect the fact that these items are designed to tap into participants' conscientiousness in the execution of their tasks, whereas the remaining items from this subscale rather reflect their desire to meet high quality standards in the execution of their tasks . Table 1 presents the goodness-of-fit indices of the models including the eight a priori WAC factors (or S-factors for bifactor models) estimated separately in both samples. In both samples, the CFA and bifactor-CFA achieved an acceptable level of fit to the data according to the CFI, TLI, and RMSEA. However, both the ESEM and bifactor-ESEM resulted in a substantial improvement in model fit, providing an excellent fit to the data in both samples according to the CFI and RMSEA, as well as an acceptable level of fit to the data according to the TLI. Comparison between the ESEM and bifactor-ESEM solutions revealed an important increase in model fit associated with the bifactor-ESEM model according to the TLI (+.011 in Samples 1 and 2). Goodness-of-fit indices from alternative models in which WAC to the tasks and profession were combined into a single factor (or S-factor in bifactor solutions) are reported in Table S1 of the online supplements. These alternative models converged on a substantially lower level of fit to the data than the models reported here, supporting Hypothesis 1 in demonstrating the differentiation between WAC to the tasks and profession for healthcare employees. These alternative models are not considered further.
Results Alternative Measurement Models
Based on the statistical information reviewed so far, the bifactor-ESEM solution appears to provide a superior representation of the data, and should be retained unless the G-factor from this solution turns out to be weakly defined through low factor loadings. If this was the case, then the ESEM solution would represent a viable alternative. Standardized factor loadings and uniquenesses for the CFA and ESEM solutions, as well as composite reliability coefficients, are available in Table S2 (Sample 1) and S3 (Sample 2) of the online supplements, and factor correlations obtained in both samples are presented in Table S4 of the online supplements. Finally, parameter estimates for the bifactor-CFA and bifactor-ESEM solutions obtained in Samples 1 and 2 are respectively reported in Table 2 and in Table S5 of the online supplements.
Comparison of CFA and ESEM Solutions. Following Morin et al.'s (Morin, Arens, & Marsh 2016; recommendations, we first turn our attention to the comparison of the CFA and ESEM solutions. With the exception of a single item (CAR3, which relates to career planning rather than advancement) presenting a slightly lower factor loading on its target factor (Sample 1: λ = .323 and .263 for CFA and ESEM, respectively; Sample 2: λ = .368 and .265 for CFA and ESEM, respectively), the eight a priori constructs appear to be well-defined through high target factor loadings in both CFA ( No cross-loading was large enough to call into question the definition of the factors. However, the observation of an improved fit to the data associated with the ESEM, relative to CFA, solution as well as the observation of reduced factor correlations in ESEM (Sample 1: r = .072 to .622, M = .295; Sample 2: r = .067 to .648, M = .346), relative to CFA (Sample 1: r = .052 to .693, M = .371; Sample 2: r = .093 to .749, M = .439), support the importance of taking these cross-loadings into account. Indeed, statistical simulation studies show that ESEM tends to provide a better representation of the true factor correlations when cross-loadings as small as .100 are present in the population model (for a review, see Asparouhov et al., 2016) . The current results thus support the superiority of an ESEM, relative to a CFA, representation of the data.
It is interesting to note that the factor involved in the greatest number of statistically significant crossloadings and presenting the strongest correlations to the other factors overall, relates to WAC to the organization, which arguably represents the focus of WAC under which a majority of the other foci are nested (i.e., without organizational membership, it would simply be impossible to commit to the other foci). In contrast, the most distinct form of commitment (with a single significant cross-loading in Sample 2 and zero in Sample 1, and the lowest factor correlations overall) relates to WAC to the career, arguably the most individual out of all foci. Apart from this, it is interesting to note that item PRO1 ("I am proud to say this is my profession") presents a noteworthy cross-loading on the patients factor. Finally, the correlation observed between the tasks and profession factors (r = .622 to .749) remain high enough to support the idea that these factors are related to one another, yet small enough to support their distinctive nature.
The presence of multiple moderately high ESEM factor correlations supports the interest of pursuing a bifactor-ESEM solution. Others have suggested that the observation of multiple cross-loadings of a reasonable magnitude in the ESEM solution -reduced in the bifactor-ESEM solution -would also support the presence of a global construct (e.g., . However, it is important to keep in mind that, based on principles of error propagation, an unmodelled G-factor is equally likely to be absorbed in ESEM through an inflation of the factor correlation or through an inflation of the cross-loadings (e.g., Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016) . Unfortunately, due do the orthogonality of bifactor models, it is not possible to directly compare the size of factor correlations between CFA/ESEM solutions and their bifactor counterparts.
A Bifactor-ESEM Solution. The bifactor-ESEM solution reveals a highly reliable G-factor (Sample 1: ω = .939; Sample 2: ω = .936) well-defined by strong and positive target loadings from most items (Sample 1: λ =.344 to .743, M = .520; Sample 2: λ =.373 to .751, M = .538). The only exceptions include the items related to WAC to the career (Sample 1: λ = .146 to .186, M = 161; Sample 2: λ = .123 to .250, M = .180), supporting the distinct nature of this focus of WAC. More importantly, although the S-factors estimated as part of this solution might appear slightly weaker than in the ESEM solution due to the fact that variance in item ratings is now utilized in the estimation of two factors (the G-factor and one S-factor), these S-factors still remain strongly defined by large target S-factor loadings and satisfactory estimates of composite reliability, supporting Hypothesis 2 (Sample 1: ω = .547 to .921, M = .716; Sample 2: ω = .502 to .854, M = .654). When we consider the proportion of the variance in item ratings that can be explained by the factors (σ 2 true: see Tables  S6 and S7 of the online supplements), the average proportion (across items) was 55.5% in the ESEM solution compared to 62.6% in the bifactor-ESEM solution, supporting the idea that the bifactor solution is not accompanied by any decrease in reliability.
In terms of S-factors, item CAR3 (related to career planning) still presents a weaker level of association with its a priori G-and S-factors (λ = .272 in Sample 1 and .327 in Sample 2), whereas in Sample 1, item TAS3 (i.e., "I don't like the tasks I perform in my current position" -reversed-scored item) provides a stronger reflection of the G-factor (λ = .645) than of its a priori factor (λ = .197). Apart from these exceptions, the S-factors are well-defined by satisfactory target factor loadings (Sample 1: λ =.314 to .914, M = .601; Sample 2: λ =.318 to .861, M = .536), and low cross-loadings (Sample 1: λ = 0 to .232, M = .055; Sample 2: λ =.001 to .271, M = .049). The aforementioned cross-loading between item PRO1 and the patients S-factor remains unaffected by incorporation of a G-factor in the model. However, if we consider cross-loadings higher than .200 in magnitude, six of those were identified across samples in the ESEM solution, relative to three in the bifactor-ESEM solution, arguably due to the incorporation of a G-factor to the solution. It should be kept in mind that, even though S-factors estimated in the context of bifactor models often tend to be weaker than their ESEM counterparts, these factors can be considered to be perfectly reliable in latent variable models such as those used here, and the presence of significant target S-factor loadings supports the idea that these factors reflect meaningful specificity not reflected into the G-factor (e.g., Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; . Overall, these results support Hypothesis 3 in demonstrating the superiority of the bifactor-ESEM solution, which is retained for further analyses.
Tests of Measurement Invariance
Tests of Measurement Invariance across Samples. Starting from the bifactor-ESEM solution, we proceeded to test the measurement invariance of the WACMQ-S ratings across the two samples, which essentially represents tests of linguistic invariance. The results from these tests are reported in the bottom section of Table 1 . The model of configural invariance provides an excellent fit to the data (CFI = .986, TLI = .959, and RMSEA = .036). Invariance constraints were then added to the factor loadings (weak invariance) and intercepts (strong invariance). None of these steps resulted in a decrease in model fit exceeding the recommended guidelines (ΔCFI and ΔTLI ≥ .01, and ΔRMSEA ≥ .015). However, adding invariance constraints on the items' uniquenesses resulted in a substantial decrease in model fit, failing to support the strict invariance of the model. The modification indices associated with the model of strict measurement invariance, as well as of the parameter estimates from the previous model of strong invariance, suggested that the invariance constraints needed to be relaxed on the uniqueness associated with item TAS3 (i.e., "I don't like the tasks I perform in my current position" -reversed-scored item). Consistent with the results reported above suggesting the weaker performance of this item in the English sample, this item appeared to be characterized by a slightly higher level of imprecision in this sample (uniqueness = .553) relative to the French sample (uniqueness = .181). An alternative model of partial strict measurement invariance (Model M4 in Table 1 ), in which the equality constraint on item TAS3 was relaxed, was supported by the data and retained for the next steps of the analyses. However, the models of latent variance-covariance and latent means invariance were not supported by the data, suggesting substantively interesting differences between subsamples. For identification purposes, the latent variances and latent means are respectively fixed to 1 and 0 in Sample 1, allowing latent means and variances of Sample 2 to be expressed as deviations from those observed in Sample 1. Essentially, these results revealed a slightly higher level of inter-individual variability in the French sample (Sample 2), relative to the English sample (Sample 1), which is consistent with the greater professional diversity present in this sample. The results revealed significantly higher levels (p ≤ .01) of global work life commitment (Gfactor: .252 SD) and of WAC to the supervisor (S-factor: .253 SD), but lower levels (p ≤ .05) of WAC to the tasks (S-factor: -.172 SD) among the French sample (Sample 2), relative to the English sample (Sample 1). Overall, these results support Hypothesis 4.
Sample-Specific Tests of Measurement Invariance. Sample-specific tests of measurement invariance were conducted to investigate the extent to which the bifactor-ESEM model would generalize across subsamples of nurses working in hospital or community settings (Sample 1) and across subsamples of nurses or beneficiary attendants (Sample 2). Results from these tests are reported in Table S8 of the online supplements, and support the complete measurement, latent variance-covariance, and latent means invariance of the WACMQ-S ratings across subsamples of nurses working in hospital or community settings (ΔCFI and ΔTLI ≥ .01, and ΔRMSEA ≥ .015). The results from the tests conducted across subsamples of nurses and beneficiary attendants closely parallel those from the tests previously conducted across samples in supporting the strong, but not strict, invariance of the WACMQ-S ratings across subsamples. Using a process similar to that described above, the results supported a model of partial strict measurement invariance in which the equality constraints were relaxed across seven items (ORG1, ORG3, PRO1, TAS1, TAS2, CAR2, and CO3). Examination of these items showed mainly consistent differences, and revealed slightly higher levels of measurement errors in the sample of beneficiary attendants (uniquenesses = .252 to .688, M = .443) relative to the sample of nurses (uniquenesses = .096 to .241, M = .152). Finally, models of latent variance-covariance and latent means invariance were also not supported by the data. Examination of these results revealed substantially higher levels of inter-individual variability among the subsample of beneficiary attendants, suggesting that this higher level of variability may in fact explain the higher level observed in the French sample (Sample 2) relative to the English sample (Sample 1), which is consistent with the greater professional diversity present in this sample. The results revealed significantly lower levels (p ≤ .05) of global work life commitment (G-factor: -.386 SD) and of WAC to the supervisor (S-factor: -.673 SD), but higher levels (p ≤ .01) of WAC to work in general (S-factor: .680 SD) and to the career (S-factor: .554 SD) among beneficiary attendants relative to nurses. Overall, these results support Hypothesis 4.
Test-Retest Reliability. Tests of longitudinal invariance were conducted on the subset of Sample 2 employees who completed the WACMQ-S one year later. These results, reported at the bottom of Table S8 of the online supplements, support the complete measurement, latent variance-covariance, and latent means invariance of the WACMQ-S ratings over a one-year period. They also revealed statistically significant (p ≤ .01) test-retest reliability coefficients: (a) Global work life WAC (G-factor): r = .794, (b) organization (Sfactor): r = .568, (c) supervisor (S-factor): r = .596, (d) coworkers (S-factor): r = .338, (e) patients (S-factor): r = .360, (f) profession (S-factor): r = .801, (g) work in general (S-factor): r = .586, (h) tasks (S-factor): r = .454, and (i) career (S-factor): r = .760. These results partially support Hypothesis 5.
Criterion-Related Validity. To test the criterion-related validity of the WACMQ-S ratings, we assessed their associations with ratings of intention to leave the organization (Combined Sample), OCBI and OCBO (Sample 1), and in-role performance as well as OCBs directed at the organization, supervisor, coworkers, patients, and tasks (Sample 2). For these tests, CFA factors representing these outcome variables were added to the retained bifactor-ESEM solution and predicted by the WACMQ-S factors. Additional tests were conducted to ascertain the invariance of the intentions to leave ratings, as well as of their relations with the WACMQ-S factors, across Samples 1 and 2. The results from these tests are reported in Table S9 of the online supplements and support the invariance of the intentions to leave ratings and of their relations with the WACMQ-S factors. Results from the tests of criterion-related validity are reported in Table 3 .
Consistent with the initial representations of WAC as a key predictor of employees' intentions to stay in their organization (e.g., Meyer & Allen, 1991) , the results showed significant negative associations between the S-factors representing employees' WAC to their organization, supervisor, profession, and tasks, and their intentions to leave their organization. In accordance with Hypothesis 6, this relation was stronger for WAC to the organization relative to the other foci. Also in accordance with Hypothesis 6, employees' WAC to the organization (S-factor) presented significant positive isomorphic relations with OCBO and OCBs directed at the organization, as well as transference relations to OCBs directed at the tasks. However, employees' WAC to their tasks did not predict OCBs directed at their tasks in an isomorphic manner, whereas WAC to the patients (S-factors) represented a positive predictor of in-role performance, OCBs directed at the tasks, and OCBs directed at the patients. Expectedly, employees' WAC to the patients, together with the S-factors representing their WAC to their coworkers and supervisors, presented isomorphic relations with OCBI. However, it is noteworthy that employees' WAC to their supervisors negatively predicted their levels of OCBI (in the interpretation of this result, it is important to keep in mind that the orthogonality of the bifactor-ESEM solution makes it impossible to attribute this unexpected result to multicollinearity). A final isomorphic positive relation is noted between employees' WAC to their coworkers (S-factors) and their levels of OCBs directed at these coworkers. Still, even though the results are globally consistent with our expectations (i.e., Hypothesis 6) that isomorphic relations between matching foci of WAC and OCB would be identified, it is important to note that no such relation was observed for OCBs directed at the supervisor, which is only predicted by employees' global levels of work life commitment (G-factor). Our results thus provide partial support to Hypothesis 6. Consistent with observations as well as with Hypothesis 7, our results showed widespread positive relations between employees' WAC to their career (S-factor), and OCBI, in-role performance, OCBs directed at the coworkers, OCBs directed at the tasks, and OCBs directed at the organization in Sample 2. However, employees' WAC to their career (S-factor) did not predict their level of intentions to leave, OCBO, or OCBs directed at the supervisor or patients.
In accordance with Hypothesis 8, the results clearly support the importance of achieving a proper representation of employees' global levels of work life commitment in the prediction of desirable workplace behaviors as this G-factor proved to be systematically associated with all of the outcomes considered in this study. More precisely, higher levels on this G-factor predicted lower levels of intentions to leave the organization, as well as higher levels of OCBI, OCBO, in-role performance, and OCBs directed at the organization, supervisor, coworkers, patients, and tasks. Discussion The main purpose of this study was to assess the psychometric properties of the WACMQ-S among two distinct samples of English-and French-speaking frontline healthcare employees using the newly developed bifactor-ESEM framework, and to do so while assessing the adequacy of a new hierarchical representation of WAC. The bifactor-ESEM framework is specifically designed to assess two sources of construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality likely to be present in multidimensional measures commonly used in organizational research and related to the assessment of (1) conceptually-related and (2) hierarchically-ordered constructs (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; . The first of these sources can be identified by the comparison of first-order CFA and ESEM solutions, whereas the second can be recognized by comparing first-order and bifactor solutions.
In accordance with the conceptually-related nature of employees' WAC directed at a variety of workrelated foci (Meyer & Allen, 1997; , the first of these comparisons supported the superiority of an ESEM representation of WACMQ-S ratings, which resulted in a higher level of fit to the data, and in less correlated (i.e., more differentiated) factors relative to a CFA representation. Given statistical research that has shown ESEM to result in more precise estimates of factor correlations whenever crossloadings are present in the population model, yet to remain unbiased otherwise (Asparouhov et al., 2015) , observing reduced factor correlations represents a strong source of support to the superiority of the ESEM solution (e.g., Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; . Additionally, the pattern of cross-loadings and factor correlations was also consistent with the nested nature of the various WAC foci covered in the WACMQ-S, being most pronounced for WAC directed at the organization, and least pronounced for WAC directed at the career. Furthermore, in accordance with and the newly proposed hierarchical model of WAC, the second of these comparisons supported the superiority of the bifactor-ESEM representation of WACMQ-S ratings, which not only resulted in an improved level of fit to the data, but also in the estimation of well-defined G-and S-factors, and small cross-loadings. In accordance with the hierarchical representation of WAC, the G-factor provided a direct representation of employees' global levels of WAC directed at their work life, whereas the S-factors provided a direct estimate of their level of WAC specifically directed at each foci over and above this global level of work life WAC.
Keeping in mind that reliability estimates are typically lower for S-factors than for first-order factors given that bifactor models resulted in the estimation of more than one source of true score variance for all item ratings (e.g., Morin, Arens, Tran, & Caci, 2016; Morin, Myers, & Lee, 2017) , it is noteworthy that our results revealed generally acceptable levels of composite reliability, with ω varying from .574 to .939 in Sample 1 (English) and .502 to .936 in Sample 2 (French). Similarly, our results also generally supported the one-year test-retest reliability of most G-and S-factors, with r ranging from .568 to .801, with the exception of WAC directed at coworkers (r = .338), patients (r = .360), and tasks (r = .454), which may themselves refer to less stable constituencies for healthcare employees.
In addition, our results also supported the need to distinguish employees' WAC directed at their tasks and profession. Although initial results reported by Morin et al. (2009) among technical and operational employees suggested that this distinction may not hold for all types of employees, they hypothesized that this distinction should hold among samples of employees, such as healthcare professionals, exposed to greater levels of disconnection between expected professional roles and daily tasks (Aiken et al., 2001; Cohen, 2003) . Our results supported this assertion, suggesting that care should be taken to clearly assess how the exact nature of specific professional roles may interact with the structure of employee's WAC directed at multiple foci. In addition, our results suggest that the failure of Morin et al. (2009) to achieve a proper differentiation between these two foci of WAC could also have been due to the inflation of factor correlations (creating the impression of construct overlap) due to the lack of control for the two sources of construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality present in WACMQ ratings and related to the presence of cross-loadings and of an overarching dimension of work life WAC.
Perhaps even more importantly, all of these results were successfully replicated across samples of French-and English-speaking employees, as well as across subsamples of hospital and community workers, and of nurses and beneficiary attendants. In addition to supporting the generalizability of the current findings and the linguistic equivalence of the English and French versions of the WACMQ-S. Given that a key condition of a successful psychometric validation is the demonstration that the psychometric properties of scores on an instrument generalize to meaningfully distinct subgroups of participants (Millsap, 2011) , these results are promising and unlikely to reflect idiosyncratic characteristics of the present samples.
In addition to these main observations, the bifactor-ESEM solution revealed additional noteworthy results. First, item TAS3 (i.e., "I don't like the tasks I perform in my current position") provided a better reflection of the G-factor than of the a priori S-factor related to employees' WAC directed at their tasks, in addition to being slightly less reliable in the English-speaking sample. This observation suggests that the English version of this item might be targeted for re-assessment in future studies, although this result might also simply reflect characteristics that are specific to the sample of Ontario nurses considered in this study, or typical difficulties associated with negatively-worded items (e.g., Marsh, Scalas, & Nagengast, 2010) . Still, because this difference is limited to the item uniqueness, it should not pose problems in studies relying on latent variables which are naturally controlled for measurement errors. Second, group comparisons revealed that beneficiary attendants tended to present a slightly higher level of within group variability on the various WACMQ-S factors, and a slightly higher level of unreliability in their ratings of seven out of 24 of the items. These results reinforce the need to rely on latent variable models allowing for a proper control of measurement errors when the goal is to compare subgroups presenting important differences in terms of educational background or vocabulary. Third, the results revealed mean-level differences between the English-and French-speaking samples that appeared to be explainable by the substantial number of beneficiary attendants in the French sample. More precisely, when compared to nurses, beneficiary attendants presented lower levels of global work life WAC and WAC to their supervisors, but higher levels of WAC to work in general and to their career. Our results finally suggested that the items designed to assess WAC directed toward the career may in fact reflect two distinct facets, one related to career advancement (careerism: 2 items) and one related to career planning (1 item). As noted in the introduction, the decision to retain both of these components of career commitment was anchored in a desire to maintain the content coverage of the original WACMQ and a clear alignment with the definitions provided by Morin et al. (2009) . However, given the typical interpretation of this dimension as reflecting careerism , it would be interesting for future research to verify whether results, especially those concerning relations between the WACMQ-S factors and external variables, can be affected by the reliance on a cleaner measure of careerism or, in accordance with the newly developed hierarchical model of WAC, by the reliance on even more specific measures of WAC directed at career advancement relative to career planning.
A key strength of bifactor-ESEM is that it provides a way to simultaneously assess the criterionrelated validity of global and specific constructs (Howard et al., 2017) . In accordance with our expectations, social exchange theory (Coyle-Shapiro, Kessler, & Purcell, 2004; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Lavelle et al., 2007 Lavelle et al., , 2009 , the hierarchical representation of WAC proposed here, and prior research showing that WAC represents a key driver for organizational behaviors irrespective of the specific focus that is considered (Becker, 1992; Becker & Kernan, 2003; Bishop et al., 2000; Cheng et al., 2003; Meyer et al., 2002; Siders et al., 2001; Snape et al., 2006; Stinglhamber et al., 2002; Vandenberghe et al., 2004 Vandenberghe et al., , 2007 , our results showed that employees' global level of work life WAC (G-factor) presented the strongest relations with all criterion measures considered here. Interestingly, these observations suggest that the failure of prior research to support the global representation of WAC-OCBs relations (e.g., Morin, Vandenberghe et al., 2011) may have been simply due to the erroneous positioning of the organization as the most "global" foci of WAC. Our results show that the organization represents an easily distinguishable WAC foci located on an equal footing as the other foci of WAC, and that this "global" level seems to be rather occupied by a more overarching form of WAC directed at employees' work life in general which appears to be involved as a key component of the relations between WAC and work outcomes. Still, our results also supported the importance of separately considering all specific WAC foci irrespective of this global level of work life commitment in showing that the various S-factors presented unique relations with the criterion variables over and above the covariance already explained by the G-factor.
In particular, and consistent with , employees' levels of WAC directed at their careers presented small yet consistent relations with a variety of criterion-related variables (OCBI, inrole performance, OCBs directed at the coworkers, OCBs directed at the tasks, and OCBs directed at the organization). This observation is consistent with the idea that careerists, who tend to be committed mostly to themselves and to their personal advancement, tend to rely on observable OCBs in a self-serving manner as an impression management strategy aiming to help them to attain advancement opportunities (Bolino, 1999; Penner et al., 1997; Zellars & Tepper, 2003) . Still, despite the consistency of these results with our prediction, this impression management interpretation deserves a more careful examination in future studies.
Finally, in accordance with our expectations as well as with the target similarity perspective (Lavelle et al., 2007 (Lavelle et al., , 2009 Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002) , our results revealed isomorphic relations between: (1) WAC to the organization, intentions to leave the organization, OCBO, and OCBs directed at the organization; (2) WAC to the patients, OCBI, and OCBs directed at the patients; and (3) WAC to the coworkers, OCBI, and OCBs directed at the coworkers. Interestingly, employees' WAC to their tasks did not predict OCBs directed at their tasks in an isomorphic manner, which could possibly be related to the previously noted disconnection between one's tasks and one's professional role in the healthcare system (Aiken et al., 2001) . Indeed, because participants are frontline healthcare providers, their key work activities are related to the provision of healthcare services to the patients. This interpretation is reinforced by the observation of a significant crossloading between the first item of the WAC to the profession factor and the WAC to the patients factor, which was not observed in the original Morin et al.'s (2009) study. With this in mind, it is not surprising to note that WAC to the patients also represented a key positive predictor of in-role performance, as well as of OCBs directed at the tasks, in addition to the previously noted isomorphic association with OCBs directed at the patients. Finally, employees' WAC directed at their supervisors negatively predicted their levels of OCBI. Albeit unexpected, this result is not surprising given the broader nature of the OCBI construct, which relates to a wide variety of individuals within the organization. Indeed, previously demonstrated a disconnection between WAC directed at the supervisor relative to other social constituencies, which is consistent with seminal propositions assuming workgroups and supervisors to be in opposition (Polsky, 1978; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939 /1967 Tajfel & Turner, 1985) . This result thus illustrates potential conflicts between WAC foci (Reichers, 1985) , which should be more thoroughly investigated in the future. Importantly, our results show that, when relying on a proper representation of the construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality, it is possible for the global and target similarity perspectives to co-exist within a hierarchical representation of WAC.
Theoretical and Practical Implications
Our results not only provided evidence for the reliability and validity of scores obtained on the English and French versions of the WACMQ-S, but also provided tentative support to a newly proposed hierarchical representation of WAC. Importantly, when looking at the relations between WAC and work-related outcomes, this new representation of WAC was able to build bridges between two apparently divergent perspectives (e.g., global vs. target similarity), in accordance with prior research showing that taking into account this more global level of WAC directed at the work life allowed one to achieve a more precise estimate of WAC directed at more specific foci . It would be very interesting to see how this new hierarchical representation of WAC holds up in future research focusing on more diverse samples of employees, as well as to see how well it can extend to the more specific sub-target level or to personal lives (e.g., their commitments to their families, friends, leisure, and lifestyle).
At a practical level, our results showed that the bifactor-ESEM framework provided a way to achieve a natural disaggregation of the effects attributable to global work life WAC relative to WAC directed at more specific foci. Based on these results, it appears that future multifocal WAC research would do well to similarly adopt bifactor-ESEM measurement models. Although simple in appearance, this recommandation has many important implications. Thus, for research purposes, our results reinforce prior calls for an increased focus on latent variable models (Marsh & Hau, 2007) , which are not only corrected for measurement errors, but also provide a more accurate depiction of the key constructs of interest. In particular, scale scores (i.e., where scores on the items forming a dimension are summed or averaged) are unable to achieve a proper disaggregation of the variance attributed to the G-(work life) and S-(specific foci) factors, as well as to take cross-loadings into account. The good news is that statistical research has demonstrated that these types of models are not as demanding as what was once believed in terms of sample size (e.g., de Winter et al., 2009) . Importantly, more complex models can be built in sequence, so that final predictive models could be based on factor scores saved from preliminary measurement models. These factor scores help preserve the underlying nature of the latent constructs, while also incorporating some corrections for measurement errors (e.g., , 2017 . Still, recommendations are not as clear, nor as simple, in applied contexts where consultants or organizations need to obtain scores on questionnaires administered to employees. As noted above, scale scores are unable to accommodate an underlying bifactor (or ESEM) structure, and will represent a confusing confounding of the variance attributed to the G-factor, S-factor, and cross-loadings (Brown, Finney, & France, 2011) . Does this mean that the applied scoring of instruments following a bifactor-ESEM structure is impossible? No. However, it means that such scoring should be computerized and based on algorithms similar to those used to generate factor scores. Interestingly, the Mplus statistical package can be used in such a manner, relying on an estimation of factor scores conditioned on the exact parameter estimates of the final bifactor-ESEM solution. Given the mounting evidence showing that many psychological constructs do appear to follow similarly complex multidimensional structure (e.g., Howard et al., 2016; , 2017 Sánchez-Oliva et al., 2017) , it does appear that more statistical research is needed in this direction.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Some limitations should be kept in mind in the interpretation of the results. First, although one of our goals was to provide an improved representation of the underlying structure of the WAC construct that could theoretically be generalized to any employee from any culture, the current study relied on two convenience samples of French-and English-speaking Canadian healthcare workers, which restricts the generalizability of our results. Thus, the next step would be to test the extent to which the present results generalize to more diverse linguistic, cultural, and professional contexts, as well as across samples of full-time and part-time employees. Second, despite the fact that we relied on latent models controlled for measurement errors to assess the criterion-related validity of the WACMQ-S factors, it remains important to keep in mind the fact that the reliability of some of the S-factors was minimal. As such, future research would do well to consider the adoption of latent variable models, such as those used in the present study, to provide a way to obtain unbiased estimates of relations among constructs despite the presence of measurement errors. In particular, the superiority of a bifactor representation of the data when compared to first-order (CFA or ESEM) alternatives clearly suggests that the reliance on scale scores would not be appropriate. A promising alternative, which provides both a partial control for measurement errors and a way to retain the underlying properties of the measurement model, is the reliance on factor scores (see . Third, the current study highlighted that the measurement scale was invariant across linguistic versions, work environments, and professional groups. Future research could also evaluate if the WACMQ-S works equally well in relation to additional variables, like tenure, workload, familial obligations, gender, etc. Fourth, the current study was mainly cross-sectional, precluding tests of the direction of the associations between the WAC factors and the criterion measures. Finally, at the beginning of this article, we highlighted principles aiming to guide the assessment of the psychometric properties of reduced measures. Our results were able to support most of these principles, showing that scores on the WACMQ-S: (1) Followed the a priori factor structure of the WACMQ; (2) retained a satisfactory level of reliability despite this reduction in length; and (3) preserved the convergent and discriminant validity of the WACMQ. However, we did not demonstrate convergence between scores obtained on the WACMQ-S and the WACMQ (only the short measure was administered). This issue should be more thoroughly investigated in future research. Conclusion This study investigated the psychometric properties of the newly developed WACMQ-S using the bifactor-ESEM framework. Our results supported the superiority of a bifactor-ESEM representation of scores on the WACMQ-S relative to alternative measurement models (CFA, bifactor-CFA, and ESEM), and provided support for the factor validity, composite reliability, and one-year test-retest reliability of WACMQ-S ratings. Our results also supported the linguistic equivalence of the English and French versions of the WACMQ-S, as well as the measurement invariance of WACMQ-S ratings across subgroups of healthcare employees formed on the basis of their work environment (hospital vs. community) and professional groups (nurses vs. beneficiary attendants). The criterion-related validity of WACMQ-S ratings was also documented through the demonstration of widespread relations between employees' global tendencies to commit affectively to multiple foci and all criterion-related variables, as well as the presence of isomorphic relations between WAC directed at multiple foci and similar criterion-related variables. Finally, these results showed widespread relations between employees' levels of WAC directed at their career and a variety of criterionrelated variables, consistent with the utilization of impression management strategies. Endnotes 1 Some research has focused on employees' commitment to their unions (Gordon, Philpot, Burt, Thompson, & Spiller, 1980) , to external organizations (McElroy, Morrow, & Laczniak, 2001) , to organizational change , and to the implementation of specific programs (Neubert & Cady, 2001 ). These foci cannot be considered to be "generic" because they only apply to subsets of employees (unionized, boundary-spanners, members of changing organizations, and involved in specific programs). 2 Higher-order models assume that the relations between the items and the higher-order factor, as well as the relations between the items and the unique part of the first-order factor, are indirect and mediated by the firstorder factors. Indirect relations are formed by the product of the coefficients associated with the two paths involved in the relation (i.e., the loading on the first-order factor x the loading of the first-order factor on the higher-order factor; the loading on the first-order factor x the disturbance of the first-order factor). In higher- 
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